One of the most interesting features of anthropological discussions (and those in related disciplines) of sacred place has been the issue of contestation both in relation to the construction of sacred place and in the construction of theorizing about such spaces.
This article takes up these issues. It suggests that the apparent monolithic voice of much of the Biblical text reflects an imposition of a particular ideological stance that leads to the emphasis on a particular variation of the underlying structural model. Thus we find a strong emphasis on the centralized model, which finds its classical exemplification in the Temple in Jerusalem -a model that is closely implicated in the power structure of 1 See for example the discussion of the development of these issues in Sheldrake (2001, (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) . See also Friedland and Hecht (1991, (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) for a discussion of the multivalent nature of sacred place. The issue of conflict is specifically taken up in Eade and Sallnow's (1990) discussion of the contested nature of Christian pilgrimage in which they particularly challenge Turner's concept of communitas as the significant outcome of pilgrimage. One of the aspects of contest ation that is developed below relates to the work of Lefebvre (1991) . This is specifically seen in the discussion of the dominant narrative of space, which reflects minimally the imposition of a dominant ideology and maximally a narrative of repression in relation to both alternative Israelite models and perhaps in regard to the Canaanites among whom the Israelites lived and from whom they most likely emerged. post exilic Israel. Although this ideological stance is the most strongly developed, there are a significant number of texts that develop variants on the underlying structural model. The presence of these variants suggests that use of both place and structure were not uncontested in Israelite culture, thus the monolithic presentation needs to be modified in respect of this contestation, and be understood as an artifact of a particular historically contextualized ideological system.
One of the interesting aspects highlighted by the discussion of Israelite structure/s below is that the differing models of sacred space developed are not based on different underlying structures; rather they are variants on the same underlying structures with the variations arising from differential emphasis or de-emphasis on aspects of the underlying structural equation.
The issues raised require a rethinking of some aspects of the structuralist understanding (or depiction) of culture. The ethnography particularly challenges structuralism's monolithic depiction and abstraction of culture and the role of ideology in the shaping and privileging of underlying structural models. This article initially takes up the theoretical questions, to provide a basis for the understanding of the particular ethnography. It then develops the details of the ethnography to both illustrate and illuminate the theoretical points. The article concludes with a brief discussion of the implications for structuralism and the understanding of culture on a broader level.
Although, due to issues of space, we will not go into detail about the more general aspects of the structuralist or more precisely neo-structuralist theoretical approach and methodology that underlie the discussion, a more detailed discussion can be found in a recent publication, We Think What We Eat (Kunin 2004) , nonetheless it is appropriate to highlight some of the differences with classical structuralism. One of the key theoretical moves is from the general to the particular, and in the context of this paper to even the more particular. Structuralism tended to, or perhaps in principle claimed to, look for abstract equations that underlie all cultural forms. Neostructuralism particularizes this search, seeking culturespecific underlying structural equations. This is related to a significant theoretical move -clas-sical structuralism sought an abstract underlying structure, neo-structuralism seeks an abstract underlying structuring principle or process. Both of these abstractions are aspects of how we think, one theorizes a common structure the other a common structuring process. As discussed below, the ethnographic material suggested here as well as a much broader range of ethnography suggest that some aspects of this particularizing process may need to break down the notion of culture and see variant structural forms (as opposed to process) as being found not only at the level of different cultures, but also within those cultural formations.
A second significant development in neostructuralism is the emphasis on transformation. Traditional structuralism was often seen as presenting a static view of culture, presenting a problem in relation to the ethnographic evidence of diachronic transformation in cultural formations. Neo-structuralism attempts to grapple with transformation on a number of different levels. First, where possible the analysis examines different layers of text, particularly from distinct diachronic contexts. This form of analysis allows for a detailed depiction of the process of transformation at work. It provides a basis for determining the level of transformation, that is, whether it is privileging or de-privileging preexisting structural elements or indeed if it is a more significant transformation of structural elements.
Second, it provides a basis for understanding the processes of transformation, particularly through the recognition of the complexity of culture and the discussion of forms of agency that arise in relation to the complex interaction of individual identity and culture. Structuralism has tended to depict culture and its related underlying structure as essentially unitary -with one uncontested structure defining a particular cultural formation. Communities, however, are made up of competing interest groups, ideological systems and power structures which may understand and define themselves in different ways -thus, in line with the change in understanding of Israelite culture, there needs to be a move away from the monolithic understanding and depiction of both culture and underlying structure. This change is in line with much recent anthropological discussion, which challenges the concept of culture both as a construct of the ethnographer or as an artifact of a particular ideological system.
On the structural level this view has an important implication: if culture is not unitary can underlying structure be seen as unitary? Neo-structuralism suggests that underlying structure must be characterized simultaneously by both unity and multiplicity. On the one hand, there needs to be a degree of structural identity; this identity provides the basis for a common framework of meaning and understanding. When this identity is not present or is significantly weakened, structural and cultural fragmentation can occur.
It is this loss of identity that is seen in the ultimate division between rabbinical Judaism and Christianity. On the other hand, due to the complex nature of "cultures", different groups may use (unconsciously) underlying structural forms in different ways. They may privilege or deprivilege different structural elements, or they may emphasize or deemphasize different aspects of the underlying structural equation. While the element of structural identity plays a conservative role in culture, the structural complexity can be a motor for change. As different interest groups push the boundaries of underlying structural possibility, there is always the possibility that they may break through the boundaries and move the process of transformation from one of emphasis to a significant change in structural form. This type of transformation may be related to the relative power of different interest groups, and to "revolutionary" changes in control of the productive features of society.
This view also sees the notion of culture as an identifiable and bounded unit as being problematic. The boundaries of a particular culture often arise in the minds of ethnographers of external political or colonial agencies.
In many cases the boundaries between different communities in terms of how they live, think and interact with the world is much fuzzier. Even if such boundaries are internally determined on the basis of some ideological position, as we see in the Israelite material, the actual distinctiveness of a particular community's practices is often an artifact of the ideology rather than the ethnographic "reality".
While this understanding of culture creates certain problems for the ethnographer, it also provides a basis for understanding the process of structural transformation. Like the internal complexity highlighted above, the fuzzy nature of boundaries between different "cultural" forms provides an additional set of transformational possibilities; the fuzzy edges would allow for variations on structure, which might include significant cultural transformations. As a community develops over time, with different groups shaping ideological systems, these variations would provide the material for potentially significant structural transformation. This, however, should not be overstated. Cultural systems often maintain means for minimizing the power of peripheral elements. This is seen in the Israelite system in the association of the Temple and palace: that is, religious and political authority were both centralized in Jerusalem and the associated pilgrimage to the Temple in Jerusalem, which provided at least an ideological buttress for the entrenched power structures (the political and ideological role of Israelite pilgrimage is touched on in more detail below).
The third development in neo-structuralism relates to human agency.
French structuralism places a strong emphasis on the unconscious underlying structures which shape cultural creation and practice. This is often understood as leaving little or no room for human agency. While neostructuralism maintains a strong emphasis on unconscious underlying structure, it also argues that through the mediation of practice, that is, the ongoing instantiation of structure in ethnographically contextual usage, individuals can shape, at a conscious level, aspects of underlying structure. This shaping is not through the conscious manipulation of structural elements or equations, but through the selective emphasis or de-emphasis on aspects of structure. This process is facilitated via the complex cultural objects created via bricolage; a process which can use material from varying cultural sources and thus provides opportunities for selective emphasis based on contextual identity, self perception or ideology. The nature of the objects created by the bricoleur can also facilitate movement, arising from acceptance or rejection of particular elements, in a strongly marked direction -thus the rejection of any cultural practices that seem to include non-Israelite elements can lead to a more strongly oppositional structure, whereas an acceptance of non-Israelite elements may move the structure to a more mediated position -these two processes may be characteristic of the transformation in structure found in rabbinic and Christian material. The rabbinic material is perhaps even more strongly oppositional than the Biblical, while the Christian material is based on a much stronger positive balanced view of mediation.
The location of the mechanism for transformation in individuals or groups of individuals is important in relation to the understanding both of transformation and underlying structure. Some discussions seem to place underlying structure solely within the mind as a process of thinking or thinking about thinking. Neo-structuralism suggests that structures come into play in practice -that is through the interrelationship between thought and action. The processes of transformation must also be sought in practice rather than thought; practice provides a forum for the interplay between the individual or the group and the abstract underlying structure -it is the particularity that arises in practice, its choices, variation and improvisation, that allows ultimately for the transformation of the abstract cultural generality of underlying structure.
Modeling Biblical Sacred Place
While the biblical text contains minimally two variations on its primary model of sacred place, that is, the dynamic version, the Mishkan, developed in Exodus (and further refined in Leviticus and Numbers) and the static version, the Temple of Solomon described in 1 Kings, both of these models are based on a common abstract model.
2 Arguably, the model presented in
Exodus is in itself an abstraction, that is, a fictionalized version developed during the Babylonian Exile that was based on the Temple in Jerusalem.
As the dynamic model contains most of the key features we will therefore use it as the basis of our discussion. 3 The discussion will also examine the implications of the dynamic model in relation to those of the static model.
Dynamic biblical sacred place was minimally divided into four zones:
the ‫קדשים‬ ‫,קדש‬ the Holy of Holies; ‫,הקדש‬ the Holy; ‫,החצר‬ the Court (in a more detailed division the court could be subdivided in to zones of increasing holiness); and the Camp. is, descended from Jacob's twelve sons; the Levites are defined as being Israel) -but there is no possibility of recapitulating oppositions. The divine is equally set in opposition to all humanity with Israel being one of a larger set. There seems little necessary reason to give historical precedence to the prophetic model. It seems likely that Haran's arguments are based on a modern preference for individual piety and thus seek to give it greater validity by seeing it as historically earlier and the source critical preference for the prophetic mode over that of the priests. Nonetheless, the model suggested by Haran and others may reflect one of the competing structural models that are suggested both theoretically and ethno graphically by this article. 3 One of the most complete descriptions of the dynamic version of sacred space is found in Exodus 25-27. That text is followed by the associated consecration of Aaron and his sons as the Cohanim or Priests. The Biblical descriptions of Solomon's Temple, that is the static centralized model, are most fully developed in 1 Kings 5-9 and 2 Chronicles 3-5. 4 Haran (1978, 184) suggests that the sacred spaces could be further subdivided into more complex zones of increasing sanctity. The process of further subdivision does not pose a problem for the models discussed below as it does not suggest areas of overlap; each zone was still clearly demarcated. It is likely that if Haran is correct there were similarly different individuals who were allowed access to these particular zones. 5 The abstract model depicted in Figure 1 is based on that found in Jenson (1992, 90 and provides a definition of that category, that is, x=profane and outside which is further defined by A inverted, that is, "not god" or nonsacred.
The consistency of the underlying structure bringing together place and social structure, and on the surface using place to validate and support social hierarchies suggests that this authoritative model is closely associated with the power elites of exilic and post exilic Israel and their ideologies. This is further strengthened by the identity of the underlying structures identified here and those found in respect of narrative myth and food rules (Kunin 2004 ). This is not, however, to suggest that underlying structure is merely an artifact of ideology. Neo-structuralism argues that while the underlying structure is unconscious and thus not amenable to conscious manipulation, within all social formations there will be variants, based on differential privileging or emphasis that are associated with different interest or class groupings within society. In different contexts, both diachronic and synchronic, the models used by different groups may become more or less dominant. Thus the dominance of the authoritative model and the apparent pervasiveness of its variant on Israelite structure is due to its contextual dominance at the time the texts in question were edited or redacted.
As Although there appear to be significant structural differences between the simple and complex models, these differences are related to emphasis rather than significant structural transformation. The basis of the complex model The nature of the holiness of the places in the multiple decentralized model seems to be a different kind than in the other models -it is at least potentially intrinsic rather than situational or contextual. It appears, at least from the Genesis texts relating to Beth El, that while the revelational act is significant in identifying the site as holy it does not cause the site to be holy.
Jacob states of Beth El, "this is a holy place, yet I knew it not" (1 Kings 12).
Beth El is holy prior to the revelations; it is the intrinsic holiness that seems to allow the revelations to occur. This intrinsic element is also indicated in those sites whose holiness is related to geographic location, that is, groves and high places. The holiness seems to be intrinsically related to the type of It is important to note that structural conflict and opposition of structural forms (that is 0 transformation) is also a form of transformation.
In the theoretical discussion the issue of agency was suggested as one key development in neo-structuralist theory. While, given the historical distance In both cases many of these sites were pre-Israelite holy places as well.
Although the static form of centralized sacred place has aspects of both the non-intrinsic and the intrinsic, in many respects it is closer to the non-intrinsic form. While the Temple was ultimately built in Jerusalem, This non-intrinsic definition is carried over during the rabbinic period into the definition of the Synagogue. The synagogue, as a building, has only minimal sanctity. This is seen in the fact that after its use as a synagogue it can be transferred to almost any purpose. This is seen in the Mishnah, Megillah 3:2, which states that a synagogue cannot be sold to be used as a bathhouse, tannery, immersion pool, or urinal -all uses that would reflect badly on the honour of the building and community, but not on its holiness.
Interestingly the synagogue also takes on many of the symbols found in the Temple. The key difference between the Temple and the synagogue is that the Temple was necessarily singular, based on the singular presence of the Ark of the Covenant while the synagogue is by definition multiple, centered on an Ark, but one containing the Torah, the scrolls of God's words.
This article has had two interrelated agendas, one theoretical and the other ethnographic. The paper sought to highlight aspects of neo-structuralist theory, particularly in relation to the role and presence of structural multiplicity within a "cultural" framework. It suggested that this multiplicity should be found on two interrelated levels: the complexity found within a community that arises on the basis, for example, of different economic or inter est groups and that found due to the fuzzy nature of cultural boundaries.
The difference between these forms of variation is important. Intracultural variation would be essentially one of emphasis, with a common structure shared by the different groupings. Intercultural variation would often be more significant, with alternative underlying structural forms coming into conflict or relation. These elements provide the synchronic materials that can be the basis of structural transformation. The article also highlighted the theoretical importance of agency as the motor of transformation that works with the variations in structure to transform underlying structure diachronically in significant or less significant ways diachronically.
The ethnographic element of the analysis examined the forms of modelling sacred place in relation to this theoretical model. The heart of the discussion presented some of the different significant models of sacred place found in the Biblical text. Three main models were presented, the monolithic centralized model (with both dynamic and static forms), the simple model and the multiple model. While each of these models had a different outcome in terms of practice, communal structure, and social hierarchy, the analysis demonstrated that they were based on the same underlying structural equation. Based on this analysis it also indicated why Milgrom's concentric transformative model was not a viable understanding of Biblical material (though it might be appropriate in relation to a Christian, academic analysis of that material). The multiplicity of models in the text also allows us to challenge the authoritative model. The multiplicity suggests that the Biblical text is, unsurprisingly, attempting to impose a particular ideological form, and to thus deny the existence of alternatives or variations on that form.
In spite of this ideological function, the text reveals that sacred place and more significantly aspects of structure are significant for conflict and that this conflict is a significant motor for cultural transformation. The discussion also touched on the other aspect of structural multiplicity, that is, the fuzzy nature of cultural boundaries -due, however, to the focus on the Biblical text, ethnographic evidence of this process is only indirectly available. In a similar way, the role of agency could only be indicated indirectly. 
